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Executive Summary

This chapter investigates what role trust plays for a company in the food 
business that is in need of a new supplier. It lays the foundation for the 
 remainder of this book, in which electronic trust-related communication is 
the focus.

The concept of trust can have many meanings, ranging from total, heart-
felt reliance on one another, through trusting only some aspects – for in-
stance, the good intentions, but not the competence – of a partner, to trusting 
that one can punish defaulting trade partners.

Trust is needed in business relationships to mitigate transaction-related 
risks. This is important in a sector where quality problems can have severe 
consequences for consumers. The greater the perceived risks, the more en-
ergy a company will invest in making sure that new partners are trustworthy.

Across Europe, national cultures differ greatly. In the north-west they 
tend to be egalitarian and individualistic, with the result that relationships 
are rather volatile and impersonal regulations are often in place. In the south 
and east, society is more hierarchical and collectivistic. Here, one tends to 
trust those one knows, and to distrust institutions. Accordingly, the dynamics 
of trust can be expected to vary across Europe, with more personalistic rela-
tionships prevailing in the south and east.

An investigation of the food sector using the literature and in-depth inter-
views shows that reputation is an important conveyor of information about 
trustworthiness in the food sector, particularly among smaller companies.
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Altogether, these various inputs have inspired a four-level typology of 
trust. The typology contains all possible elements of trust; some companies 
will focus on different subsets of the typology’s elements from others. The 
top level distinguishes trust in the product from trust in the seller, with trust 
in the market environment – including enforcement institutions – as a third 
element. Empirical work using this typology is discussed in later chapters. 
Companies can use the typology as a checklist in new relationships, either to 
benchmark new partners or to assess how they might be perceived by them.

1.1 Introduction

The agri-food sector is in a period of rapid transition and growth worldwide. 
Internationalization and the availability of new technologies are driving forces. 
Yet, in many sectors throughout Europe, food trade between primary produ-
cers, manufacturers and wholesalers is far from automated. Faxes are often 
the upper limit of sophistication. This has to do with the fact that agri-food 
enterprises all across Europe tend to be small and embedded in the local com-
munity. Producers, processors and traders know one another by face, name 
and reputation. This situation has the drawback that it limits access to new, 
possibly lucrative, market channels for smaller parties, i.e. most producers. 
Business-to-business (B2B) e-commerce tools are not being adopted as readily 
as some would expect and they are used largely for collecting information, 
rather than for buying goods (Moen et al., 2008). Lack of trust on the buyer’s 
side may play a role in reluctance to adopt B2B e-commerce technology.

Buyers of agri-food products are never quite sure what they will get 
for their money. In a situation where trustworthiness cannot be taken for 
granted, it makes sense for buyers to be conservative about switching sup-
pliers. However, a firm that sticks to the same supplier might be missing 
opportunities. The choice to search for a new supplier therefore depends on 
trust at several levels, as well as on the perceptions of risk, control and po-
tential gains. This chapter takes the perspective of a buyer in search of new 
suppliers and aims to develop a typology of trust factors that might play a 
role for a buyer in search of a new supplier. It reports on a conceptual step: 
creating a typology of all possible factors that affect the trust a buyer places 
in a new potential seller. The typology can be used as a checklist or as a re-
search tool, and the latter is done in the remainder of the book.

1.1.1 Focus on culture

Trust is an essential element of any society, critical to its moral cohesion. 
Without trust in institutions, rules, leaders and specialists, a society cannot 
thrive. Trust is also an essential element of trade relations (Lindgreen, 2003). 
From a utilitarian point of view, trust saves money. Trusting a trade partner 
reduces perception of transaction risks and saves the cost of control. Trust 
is not just calculative; it is also normative. At a psychological level, people 
are driven to search for and to maintain trusting relationships. This has an 
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evolutionary basis – in the past, groups in which trust collapsed tended to 
be less successful than others and failed to reproduce their values (Wilson, 
2007). Our rapidly changing trade networks and societies have made the old, 
tested models of trust obsolete, resulting in these trust-related issues coming 
to the fore so frequently nowadays.

Several contextual variables affect the formation of trust. In the inter-
national context of food trade, one of the most important is culture, or the 
unwritten rules of the social game (Hofstede et al., 2010). The organization of 
society varies a great deal across Europe. This variation in culture also results 
in a disparity in how organizations and business networks function in dif-
ferent countries. The dynamics of trust issues in trade processes are bound to 
be affected by these cultural differences (Knight et al., 2007). Other variables 
are also of obvious importance. One of these is the kind of food sector. The de-
gree of consolidation, the role played by quality and the incidence of risk all 
vary across sectors and this can obviously affect the need for and the level of 
trust in a sector. In this chapter the focus is mainly on culture. The justifica-
tion is that a culture-aware typology of trust will be usable across sectors if 
due consideration is given to sector-specific concepts.

1.1.2 Chapter content

In this chapter we introduce a definition of trust and distinguish two types 
of trust that are not usually disentangled, intrinsic and enforceable trust, 
then we introduce key concepts pertaining to trust and culture. In the con-
text of dynamics of trust across cultures, particular attention is given to ano-
nymity and the power of reputation. Next, we present the research on trust 
in food supply networks and focus on sources of trust in the early stages of 
B2B relations. These sections will allows us to develop a first draft of the 
typology. In the fourth section we report on the in-depth interviews held 
with traders in various countries and sectors to refine the trust typology (see 
Appendix 1.1) and we present the final results. At the end of the chapter we 
offer a few practical conclusions for users of the typology.

1.2 Defining Trust

Trust is a vast field of study for researchers in many disciplines; it is therefore 
not possible to give a comprehensive overview of all research on the subject 
here. Thus, we build on previous reviews of the literature (e.g. Arnott, 2007) 
and recent articles. Nannestad (2008) provides a comprehensive review of 
trust conceptualizations in political science. For perspectives from marketing 
and management, we build on Mayer et al. (1995), Pavlou (2002), Nooteboom 
(2002), Grabner-Kräuter and Kaluscha (2003) and Saunders et al. (2004). From 
the literature it is apparent that trust is not the same thing to everyone.

The ‘hard’ tradition in the literature conceptualizes organizations as social 
entities that set up and seek to achieve goals. In this light, inter-organizational 
trust is instrumental, i.e. useful only for achieving the organization’s goals. 
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If you want to be sure that a business partner can be trusted, an enforceable 
contract will do the job as long as the partner believes that the penalty for 
defaulting exceeds the possible gains.

The ‘soft’ tradition, as in the management literature, sees organizations as 
social entities that seek to manage relationships. This perspective puts trust at 
the centre of the stage. It implies that purely instrumental definitions of trust 
are not sufficient to comprehend inter-organizational ties that are needed 
for netchains to function. Economists, psychologists and sociologists tend to 
work with widely different conceptions of trust. Sociologists such as early 
trust researchers Luhmann (1973) and Misztal (1996) focus on the functions of 
trust. In this project we adopt the definition from Mayer et al. (1995) because 
much of the empirical literature on trust refers to his work (see McKnight and 
Chervany, 2001; Grabner-Kräuter and Kaluscha, 2003). It is a compromise def-
inition because it is rooted in different multidisciplinary traditions:

Trust is the willingness of a party to be vulnerable to opportunism of another 
party based on the expectations that he will perform a particular action important 
to the trustor, irrespective of the ability to monitor or control that other party.

(Mayer et al., 1995, p. 712)

The keyword in this definition is ‘vulnerable’. It is not being vulnerable per 
se, but being willing to take a risk. Trusting people means that you do not 
need to take the trouble of checking on them, accepting the chance that they 
might cheat on you. Trust without vulnerability or uncertainty, i.e. ‘hard’ 
trust as defined above, is void. This implies trust can only increase gradually 
through being tested in situations of reciprocal interdependency and by not 
being broken. Once broken, trust is very hard to mend. So there is a time di-
mension related to trust, first because the risk is accepted and the experience 
comes later, and second because trust may grow with the maturing of the 
relationship. Other characteristics of trust are that it is relational and condi-
tional: it depends on whom is to be trusted and for what.

After Mayer et al. (1995), we distinguish three aspects of trust. They are 
ability (being capable), benevolence (being well-intentioned) and integrity 
(being trustworthy). It is quite possible that these three do not coincide: one 
can believe, for instance, in the ability of a partner but not in their benevo-
lence. Table 1.1 is inspired by Nooteboom (2002) and by our purposes in this 
book. The table presents a basic structure for the typology. Trust in a buying 
decision will be related to the seller’s ability, benevolence and integrity. In 
the following we look for more specific sources of trust to signal this ability, 
benevolence and integrity.

1.2.1 Types of trust: intrinsic and enforceable trust

We now turn to the third column of Table 1.1. It distinguishes two types 
of trust: intrinsic and enforced (Hofstede, 2006). Intrinsic trust is the trust 
that we may feel for a person ‘just like that’. This feeling relates to the basic 
needs of humans to affiliate with one another. In time, through being tested 
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and not broken, intrinsic trust can deepen. Enforceable trust is the trust we 
place in somebody with whom we are not necessarily on friendly terms but 
who we know is better off if he/she lives up to the trust we place in him/
her. An even stronger case of enforced trust is when the ‘trustee’ would 
risk grave consequences by not behaving in a trustworthy manner. The two 
types of trust are linked as we look at reputation. Untrustworthy behaviour 
puts one’s reputation at risk. Fear of losing a reputation is the best enforcer of 
trustworthiness. According to the Global Risk Management Survey 2007, 
damage to the reputation is one of the most frequently noted risk concerns. 
‘While intangible, reputation is one of the most important corporate assets 
and also one of the most difficult to protect; it takes years to build but it can 
be destroyed overnight. The process of globalization, linked with the accel-
eration and flow of information further accentuates vulnerabilities’ (AON, 
2007, np).

Because these types are linked and the trust typology for a buying deci-
sion in this chapter takes a wide view rather than a narrow one, the typology 
for trust in a buying decision will therefore include both enforced trust and 
intrinsic trust and their sources. We will for example even include elements 
in the trust typology that some would call ‘control’, like contracting and the 
concomitant possibilities of enforcement using the law or third parties that 
enforce trust as in the case of certification bodies. In our definition, enforced 
trust and control are interchangeable. Actually, in the business environment  

Table 1.1. Relation between the object of trust (seller) and sources of trust. (Adapted from 
Nooteboom, 2002.)

Object to 
be trusted

Aspects of  
trust

Types  
of trust

Types  
of control

Sources of trust

Within the 
relationship

In the institutional 
environment

Seller Ability (A) Enforced 
trust 
‘Control’

Opportunity 
control

Hierarchy (I) Contract (A, I)
Benevolence (B)
Integrity (I)

Legal 
enforcement (I)

Certification  
(A, I)

Monitoring  
(A, I)

Incentive 
control

Dependence (I) Reputation (A, B, I)
Bonus schemes (I)
Price premiums (I)

Intrinsic 
trust 
‘Trust’

Empathy (B)
Identification (B)
Transparency (I)
Perceived cultural 

match (B, I)

Social norms of 
proper conduct 
(A, I)

Sense of duty 
(B, I)

Bonds of kinship 
(B, I)
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we had better check the ways to enforce trust, the carrots, or the incen-
tives that stand for rewards, and the sticks that stand for the punishment 
we can inflict on business partners if they misbehave (Hofstede, 2006). 
Nooteboom (2002) therefore distinguishes between incentive control, which 
is control based on rewards like reputation gain for the seller, bonus 
schemes and a premium price for higher quality, and opportunity control, 
which is control based on punishments (fourth column of the table). These 
punishments could be enforced by a contract or a law, or imposed in a 
hierarchal relationship.

In the last two columns specific sources of trust are gathered from the 
literature representing both the ‘soft’ and the ‘hard’ traditions. We attempt to 
relate them to the antecedents of trust. It also indicates the link between trust 
and the wired institutional environment in which a transaction takes place, 
including the governance rules, the social environment and the cultural en-
vironment. Depending on these, as well as on the risks involved in a transac-
tion, the dynamics of trust will be different.

It also follows from the definition of intrinsic trust that any volun-
tary action or communication by a netchain actor to help one of the other actors is 
trust-building. If a buyer perceives that a supplier voluntarily warns him of a 
lapse in supply, that action builds trust with the buyer. The buyer will tend 
to reciprocate and will rely on the supplier to warn him again if needed. 
Thus, a virtuous cycle ensues. If the warning is not voluntary but obligatory, 
no trust is involved. In practice, both legally enforceable trust and intrinsic 
trust occur in business contacts, and the social setting determines the bal-
ance. The more one moves from small businesses and traditional societies to 
large companies and modern, Western-type cultures, the more the balance 
shifts towards legally enforceable trust, but the B2B contract should not go 
so far as to break down the basis for trust. Problematic contacts may occur at 
the meeting points of different scales and cultures.

Nooteboom (2002) notices that transaction costs economist Williamson, 
in his later work, is very critical towards trust in a B2B environment, holding 
that if trust does not go beyond calculative self-interest, it does not add any-
thing to the economic analysis. And if it does, it yields blind trust, which 
is unwise. So it is not only a question of how trust can be non-calculative 
without being blind and unconditional, but also of what is the proper mix of 
control and trust elements in different situations through time. This mix will 
vary along cultural lines, as well as depending on incentives, that is, on the 
risks and potential benefits of the transactions.

We can summarize the concept of trust by remarking that if you trust 
somebody you believe that they will try to act in your best interests. This en-
tails a belief in their ability, benevolence and/or integrity, or possibly just in 
their intelligence in that they know that it can damage them if they behave in 
an untrustworthy manner. The flip side of trust is risk, or vulnerability, and 
in the absence of trust something else must mitigate risk or there will not be 
a business relationship. If a way can be found to enforce good behaviour, ei-
ther by both parties or through trusted institutions (formal or informal), then 
‘enforceable trust’ can complement intrinsic trust.
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1.3 Dynamics of Trust Across Cultures

Just as societies differ from one another, trust is sensitive to culture, and neg-
lecting cultural differences can create breakdowns of trust in trade relations and 
frictions in the markets (Knight et al., 2007). The typology developed here must 
be able to accommodate all possible perspectives regarding trust from the 
standpoint of buyers of agri-food products from any country, considering 
that culture may modify the way in which trust is built. Because of this, mis-
understandings can easily hinder the development of trusting business deal-
ings between partners from different cultures. A common culture between 
transaction partners is an important trust criterion (Fritz and Canavari, 
2008). It is not absolutely required, but it helps, particularly if problems arise.

Although technologies and practices change at an ever-increasing 
pace, the underlying cultural values are very stable across time (Hofstede 
et al., 2010). Over the past centuries, technologies have changed the face 
of the earth and enabled human populations to soar; but they have not 
changed English values into German ones or vice versa. Culture at the 
level of societies changes over a time scale of centuries, and it provides 
the basis for the development of institutions that can support trade 
(Williamson, 2000). Several authors, using different methodologies and 
approaches, show that Europe is a very culturally heterogeneous part of 
the world (Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner, 1993; House et al., 2004; 
Minkov, 2007). The seminal study at IBM by Geert Hofstede found four di-
mensions of national culture. These are big issues related to fundamental 
unconscious values. A society can be characterized by its orientation on 
a scale related to each of these big issues. A later study in Asia yielded 
a fifth dimension. Recently, this was confirmed in a study by Michael 
Minkov using data from the World Values Survey. Minkov also proposed 
a new dimension. As a result Hofstede et al. (2010) propose six dimen-
sions for how national cultures vary. These six dimensions all affect the 
trust dynamics to be expected. It is not possible here to do justice to the 
full complexity of the subject. In brief, the following main trends can be 
expected for each of the dimensions.

1.3.1 Six dimensions of national culture

Collectivism versus individualism

This dimension contrasts societies in which stable in-groups, often based 
on family ties, form the basis of the social fabric in societies in which in-
dividuals are supposed to operate as independent individuals. The south 
and east of Europe tend to be moderately collectivistic, while the north and 
west are very individualistic. In individualistic societies, everyone is sup-
posed to be equally trustworthy, and this is enforced by law. In collectivistic 
societies, trust is given to in-group members and it can take years to build a 
new relationship.



10 G.J. Hofstede et al.

Power distance

This dimension contrasts societies in which positional power prevails over 
impersonal rules with those in which rights and privileges are supposed to 
be the same for everyone. The Latin and Slav countries tend to have greater 
power distances, while the Anglo, Germanic and Scandinavian countries 
have smaller power distances. In hierarchical societies, power might have 
more weight than the law, and less powerful members of society accept this. 
In egalitarian ones, impersonal rules prevail over personal power. As a result, 
the giving and exchanging of personal favours is a prominent trust-building 
mechanism in societies with great power distance.

Masculinity versus femininity

This dimension contrasts societies in which performance and ‘fighting things 
out’ are the norm, especially for men, with societies where consensus and 
forgivingness are the norm for both genders. Central Europe and the Anglo 
countries have masculine cultures, most Latin and Slav countries have mod-
erately feminine cultures, and the Netherlands and Scandinavia have very 
feminine cultures. In masculine societies, people are not automatically to be 
trusted, and strong measures against offenders are advocated. In the case of 
food chains this could involve a prominent role for the law, and harsh pun-
ishments. In feminine societies, society is more forgiving and the emphasis is 
on collaboration rather than punishment. One might see voluntary coopera-
tives and similar organizations as examples of this.

Uncertainty avoidance

This dimension contrasts countries that have high levels of anxiety, and cor-
responding rituals about food, religion and many other aspects of social life, 
with those in which unfamiliar and ambiguous occurrences are accepted. 
Most of Europe is rather uncertainty-avoiding, except notably the UK and 
Scandinavia. In uncertainty-avoiding societies, there is a tendency to be 
scared of the unfamiliar. For food trade this translates into a preference for 
local trade partners and local foodstuffs. In uncertainty-tolerant societies, the 
new and strange, including new business partners, are easily accepted.

Long-term versus short-term orientation

This dimension contrasts countries in which individuals are relatively insig-
nificant beings in a great, changing world with those in which individuals 
are proud members of a society upheld by tradition. In long-term oriented 
cultures, business relationships are pragmatic and the big picture of expected 
future benefits is important. In short-term oriented cultures, living up to 
interpersonal rules of decency is important for good business relationships.

Indulgence versus restraint

This dimension contrasts societies in which life is considered something to 
be enjoyed with those in which life is beset with duties and discomforts. 
In indulgent societies, life is about enjoyment and the temptation to go for 
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short-term gain or pleasure will easily be indulged in. In more restrained soci-
eties, business is taken seriously and obligations loom larger than enjoyment. 
So this dimension will influence the atmosphere in business relationships.

Knowing the culture of new business partners can help one understand 
what drives them. Of course, individual qualities and personal characteris-
tics always play a large role as well.

1.3.2 Anonymity and regulation

Institutions in modern European societies operate on the assumption that it 
isn’t necessary to be directly acquainted with the person or entity with which 
one is carrying out a transaction. Money is anonymous; laws are the same 
for everyone. As indicated above, these are assumptions that fit a society 
that is individualistic and in which power distance is not very great. Yet, in 
B2B trade and at most markets, people do not usually enter into trade with 
completely unknown partners. People like to have some guarantee about the 
trustworthiness of their transaction partners, and this trust is often based on 
‘knowing’ the partner, or at least the partner’s reputation. Anonymity be-
tween trade partners in today’s world of large organizations may be part of 
the problem concerning lack of trust. Fischer et al. (2007) report that trust is 
more pronounced in small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) than it is 
in large enterprises because the former are characterized more by personal 
relationships between business partners.

There is an important cultural gradient across Europe that roughly div-
ides the north-west (Anglo, Scandinavian and Germanic countries) from the 
south-east (Latin and Slavic countries). In the north-west, the cultural config-
uration is characterized by individualism, small power distance and uncer-
tainty tolerance. This gives rise to flexible, market-based trade relationships 
and a more frequent acceptance of anonymous markets and acceptance of 
e-business. It is taken for granted that all actors in these markets are trust-
worthy, because should they default they can be held accountable by effective 
regulatory institutions. In other words, the market environment itself is an 
object of trust. The combination of non-personal relationships and contract 
enforceability means that product characteristics such as levels of various com-
pounds can be expected to become important in a buyer’s choice of sellers.

In the south-east the cultural configuration is more collectivistic, power 
distance is greater and uncertainty avoidance is strong. This has conse-
quences for the organization of trade. Anonymous institutions such as gov-
ernments are trusted less, while personal business relationships are much 
more prominent – one trusts the trade partner because he is a friend or even a 
family member, therefore the circle of implicit trust is dictated more by per-
sonal connections than by institutions. Trust is accorded more on the basis 
of situational signs than on dispositional ones (Branzei et al., 2007), in which 
‘situational’ refers to the social context – or to region of origin – and ‘dispo-
sitional’ to personal characteristics. Outsiders have trouble getting accepted 
into such a system: whatever their behaviour, they do not have the required 
social connections and it will take time to build them.
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There are also important differences within the same region: in rural 
areas all around Europe, personal connections are more important than in 
urban areas of the same country.

1.3.3 The power of reputation

In a small group of people, everybody knows everybody else, and it is 
known how trustworthy other members are. This still holds in village com-
munities where reputations are built and maintained through both personal 
experience and direct/indirect reports from other inhabitants of the village. 
An informal but very appropriate word for such reputation-conveying com-
munication is ‘gossip’. In larger communities this situation no longer holds. 
This is overcome by extending gossip to unknown people, creating an ef-
fective mechanism for the transfer of trust. When interacting with friends, 
we are willing to engage in the exchange of trust-related information about 
third persons. We also actively ask for such information, as when we call up a 
friend to ask questions such as ‘do you know a good producer of so-and-so in 
your neighbourhood?’, making social networks a prominent vehicle of trust 
or distrust (House et al., 2008).

The reputation of a trade partner is the sum of what others say about this person or 
organization. In a situation where people would like to know their trade partners 
personally, the next best thing is to get to know their reputation from friends.

In the age of the Internet, the reputation mechanism is extended further. 
It now includes comments on websites about the trustworthiness of traders 
left by any visitor to the site. The benefit of this is a very powerful up-scaling 
of the network of people that can provide reputation information to anybody 
in the world. The downside of this same phenomenon is that it is extremely 
difficult to assess the reliability of this reputation information. It is no secret 
that some traders try to engineer reputation information that is being circu-
lated about them.

Reputation does not count for us. You will hear negative stories after 
somebody had a bad experience. We do not bother too much about these 
stories and find out ourselves.

(Dutch grain trader)

A quote such as this one would not be likely from somebody from a collectiv-
istic country, in which reputation and personal ties are even more important 
than in individualistic Netherlands.

Reputation information is also relevant to market environment. It per-
tains not just to individuals or organizations but also to entire societies. In 
Europe, societies entertain stable stereotypes about the national or regional 
character of citizens from other countries as well as about transaction safety, 
reliability of deliveries, cleanliness, quality of the legal system and of the 
police and other attributes of the society (McCrae et al., 2007). It is to be ex-
pected that these stereotypes play a role when buyers select new suppliers 
from other parts of Europe. A gap between practices adopted in the global 
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supply chain and practices adopted locally may result in more or less trust 
(Vieira and Traill, 2008). The following quotations from Dutch buyers relate 
to national reputations:

Some Spanish suppliers of olive oil you have to phone three times, but you may 
know about his situation, it may be very hot, or there may be problems in the 
family, so you understand. German suppliers on average are very punctual.

We prefer meat from specific countries, e.g. beef from Ireland. There is no market 
for Spanish, Bulgarian or Polish meat. So there is little trade with Poland. But 
even within the countries in Western Europe something can go wrong…

We trust Dutch certifications, let’s say for 80%. In the Netherlands there is 
inspection at the customs, you trust them to do their work. So in the Netherlands 
the structure is OK. But if you have the same price/product coming from 
Denmark or Spain, we will hesitate to choose for Spain. Or if we have to choose 
between France and Poland, we choose France. It is not a matter of prejudice… 
We have experience that IFS/BRC certification is handled differently in Poland, 
but it should not be the case. So if we buy from these countries we check on the 
independency of the certification body.

(Meat buyer)

France and Germany are not considered foreign countries. So even new 
partners are not checked with respect to their financial situation. You will check 
on the suppliers from new areas, e.g. Russia, Ukraine.

(Buyer of grain)

In summary, it is desirable to distinguish between ‘product’, one’s trade 
partner (seller) and the environment of third parties as the three main potential 
objects of trust. For agri-food buyers, the relative weight allotted to product, 
seller and market environment is expected to differ across the EU.

For each of the objects the typology should include juxtaposed sources 
of trust that are likely to be differentially endorsed across cultures. For instance, 
similar information about the product to be purchased can often be obtained 
in different ways: from the seller (his own specification), through personal 
observation (inspection) or through third parties (certification). Culture, 
among many other factors, is likely to affect the preference for a certain source. 
One would for instance expect certification by independent third parties to 
be more trusted in north-west Europe than in south-east Europe, based on 
the cultural differences mentioned earlier.

1.4 Trust in New B2B Partners in the Food Sector

Transactions have various phases. A transaction economist may speak of the 
sequences ‘search–bargain–monitor–control’ (Ménard and Shirley, 2005). A 
marketer might use the words ‘find–negotiate–sales–after-sales’, for much the 
same sequence. In this chapter we target the preparations that buyers make 
for the first cycle of buying: searching for a partner and negotiating a deal. 
However, it is not only about finding a supplier or product; they are thinking 
ahead. They need to find a seller whom they can expect to be acceptable with 
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regard to the next stages in the process: monitor and control. In their review 
on chain management analysis, Hanf and Dautzenberg (2006) find that both 
cooperation issues (aligning incentives) and coordination issues (aligning ac-
tions) must be addressed in order to create smooth B2B transactions. Their 
work is largely based on transaction cost economics (TCE). Much of the lit-
erature in the transaction environment is rooted in TCE and, according to 
TCE, information asymmetry, opportunism and asset specificity are the main 
issues to overcome in a transaction. Table 1.2 links the cooperation and co-
ordination issues at stake to the different phases. In line with the definition 
of trust, we describe these issues as potential vulnerabilities in early B2B re-
lations. Trust-generation features will have to mitigate these vulnerabilities. 
We first address the cooperation and coordination issues and use the recent 
research findings to explore how vulnerabilities are mitigated.

1.4.1 Cooperation issues to be solved first

It is reasonable to expect that cooperation issues will be prominent in the 
early phase of transactions and that the future partners will use all the informa-
tion about trustworthiness that they can get. The seller expresses his intentions 
but the buyer does not know whether the seller’s future behaviour will be 
consistent with them (opportunism). The vulnerability problem intensifies if 
the transaction one of the partners has to make involves a specific investment 
(specificity) that cannot be used in a different setting. In this case he will want 
to make sure the other party sticks to the agreement. How well the core cap-
abilities and strategies fit is the second main issue in the domain of cooper-
ation, according to Hanf and Dautzenberg (2006). If the buyer wants to carry 
out a single transaction in the commodity market, he will evaluate the seller 
differently than if he opts for a richer relationship, e.g. aiming at common 
product innovation. During this stage the transaction partners try to discover 
their common interests. A good fit of interest and capabilities may result in 
additional profits from the cooperation and will enhance such features as 
inter-firm knowledge and routines (Hanf and Dautzenberg, 2006). The third 
issue in this domain is a perceived imbalance in power between the transac-
tion partners. Whatever the imbalance, it should be within acceptable limits 
for the cooperation to be able to function. Market conditions will strongly 
influence the balance of power and the range of possible interdependencies. 
The current concentration of power in favour of the processing industry 

Table 1.2. Vulnerability in early B2B relations.

Phases Main issues at stake: ‘vulnerabilities’

Searching Uncertainty about sources of information
Bargaining Cooperation issues and coordination issues
Monitoring Coordination issues
Control (enforcement) Coordination issues
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has reduced the bargaining power of the primary producers; for example, 
today’s larger retail organizations create their own business environment 
and many sellers have no choice but to accept these rules. Such a power im-
balance may not necessarily lead to distrust between parties, but it requires 
positive and persuasive ways of exercising power in order to generate trust 
(Ratnasingam, 2000).

1.4.2 Coordination issues arising in the bargaining phase

Three uncertainties in the domain of coordination are present in the bargaining 
and monitoring phases (Hanf and Dautzenberg, 2006). First there is the 
problem of information asymmetry regarding the product quality. The seller 
knows about the quality of the product, but the buyer still has to find out. The buyer 
may be harmed if the product quality is not as agreed: there is moral hazard 
for the producer. This is especially the case when quality failures cannot be 
observed, as happens in food safety. The problem of opportunism still remains 
valid: there will be uncertainty about the behaviour of the transaction partner. 
What rules will be decided on for feedback and monitoring? This touches on 
the third issue, which is a lack of shared knowledge about decision rules and 
feedback procedures in the transaction in general. It is not surprising that at the 
beginning of collaboration with unknown new partners rather formal control 
mechanisms are used, e.g. contracting, sanctioning and monitoring (oppor-
tunity control), in addition to the more informal mechanisms like future gains 
and seller dependence (incentive control). Over time the formal control mech-
anisms may be substituted with more informal ones. This substitution may be 
a sign of increased trust. Though this is true in a general way, the statement that 
‘formal contracting is a sign of distrust’ does not hold. Klein-Woolthuis et al. 
(2002) give an example of minutes that function as a contract and a common 
identification of external risks, and Poppo and Zenger (2002) show that formal 
contracting may act as a complement to relationship governance.

Negotiation with a new supplier

A buyer speaks about his way of approaching a new supplier:

First, I try to put third party audit rights into contracts. If they agree, we 
probably won’t have to perform an audit. If they don’t agree, you wonder why. 
Second, if a supplier says they’re going to do something during a negotiation 
and then they come back with different wording in the contract, this makes you 
wonder. Third, if the supplier says that he is giving us the lowest price on the 
market, but we find out that this is not the case it shows that they haven’t been 
honest during the negotiations.

(Cited in Kaufman and Carter, 2000)

A Western European retailer states:

We want to deal with capable companies, and the extent to which their 
technologies are developed has implications for the fit of the two companies. 
The third part of the tree is important in new markets. As long as you buy in the 
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Netherlands from neighbouring countries, you are familiar with the system or 
you know the meaning of e.g. a financial report. But in new markets that you 
enter you do not know: there is a risk in not knowing. Then you need more 
information, a check on the company, their product and you need information 
about the information you get, the quality of the information that you get. You 
want to know about the political stability in the country, and the financial 
situation of the supplier, because – as a retailer – ‘continuity’ in delivery is very 
important to us.

1.4.3 Recent research findings

We now focus on recent analyses and findings in the specific field of B2B 
food networks to learn how trade partners deal with the issues of cooper-
ation and coordination and how trust is generated.

White (2000) identified specific sources of trust in retailer–supplier rela-
tionships. Retailers in matured business relationships rank product quality, 
flexibility (related to benevolence or commitment) and reliability (integrity) 
as the most important sources of trust. These are not optional criteria that 
could be developed over time, but have in fact been preconditions for the 
relationship; without them no contact would have been initiated. One of 
the interviewees noted that: ‘buyers from retail organizations will test your 
knowledge and competence, they check on you immediately’. Batt (2003) 
examines sources for trust in the Australian fresh produce chain and iden-
tifies perceived honesty, credibility of information, reliability of promises, 
satisfaction with relationship, goal compatibility and investment in relation-
ships as trust-generating factors. Fischer et al. (2007) and Fritz and Fischer 
(2007) explore trust-generating factors and trust levels for eight different 
food chains in the UK, Germany, Spain and Ireland. With regard to the level 
of trust along the chains, they find that at farm level considerable mistrust 
exists towards the downstream levels in the chain. Schulze and Spiller (2006) 
study the level of trust and trust-generating factors in the German pork sector 
and find that farmers mistrust these downstream entities. Prerequisites of 
trust for pork farmers include satisfaction with the slaughterhouse and the 
slaughterhouse’s attitudes towards the farmer; these factors are more im-
portant than price satisfaction. With regard to the design of organic coffee 
supply chains from Brazil to the Netherlands, Claro and Claro (2004) em-
phasize the importance of informal safeguard mechanisms to develop chain 
relationships. For Hanf and Dautzenberg (2006) these sources of trust mainly 
relate to the seller and cooperation issues. They show that if cooperation 
issues are not resolved in the early stages they will surface later on in the 
business relationship.

Now let us return to the coordination issues. There is abundant literature 
on formal institutional rules in the business environment as alternatives to 
personal ties in networks, as is discussed in Zylbersztajn (2004). Food quality 
systems and quality control programmes are examples of institutional 
rules. Carriquiry and Babcock (2007) found that one of the key incentives 
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for  investments in quality assurance systems is reputation protection for the 
supplier. For farmers (sector) quality assurance systems function as a ‘licence 
to produce’. The growing trend of adopting food assurance quality systems 
as a device for the communication of trustworthiness of product quality that 
are requested by retailers (Krieger and Schiefer, 2007) underlines the neces-
sity for related quality indicators to generate trust in transactions along the 
food value chain. Food quality assurance systems are certified and accredited 
by third parties. Canavari et al. (2006) examine the impact of various third-
party certification bodies on trust and reputation generation for companies 
in the Italian organic sector.

Besides (private and public) food quality assurance systems, De Bakker 
et al. (2007) identify other solutions for resolving uncertainty about the 
quality and safety of the product:

 • buyers’ own inspection using detection and diagnostic methods;
 • product warranty;
 • payment systems based on quality control programmes with bonus/

malus (good/bad) and testing procedures; and
 • upstream vertical integration.

All solutions may be referred to as opportunity control, except for the bonus/
malus arrangements, which are incentive structures. Vertical integration is a 
form of hierarchy in the relationship, as mentioned in Table 1.1.

In a more general way, auctions, e.g. flower auctions, create trust by or-
ganizing a transaction process with transparent prices, quality checks and 
guaranteed sales at the cost of lower prices for the seller (Wijnands et al., 
2006). The absence of an auction as a principle mechanism for prices was 
found to increase distrust between fruit and vegetable growers and their 
market agents in Australia (Batt, 2003). Schulze et al. (2006) point out as well 
that a transparent payment system by the slaughterhouse is an important 
precondition to trust.

Most of the formal institutional rules refer to product quality and safety. 
This is understandable: such rules limit the information asymmetry between 
buyers and sellers, and thus the buyer’s perceived risk.

Current research on contracts as a means of coordination (and control) 
in food network transactions is studying contract types and contract attri-
butes in relation to product quality and food safety. Most current work ana-
lyses contract preferences on the agricultural production chain level. Martino 
(2007) studies Italian poultry farmers’ choice of contract attributes with re-
gard to their food safety strategy. Hudson and Lusk (2004) study the choices 
of contract attributes of agricultural producers and show that both risk and 
transaction costs play a role in contracting decisions.

Hanf and Dautzenberg (2006) and Bavorova et al. (2006) stress the 
 importance of communication as a trust-forming mechanism and quote empir-
ical studies on B2B that found that enhanced and accurate communication is 
one of the most important determinants for a successful partnership. Good 
interpersonal communication will support matchmaking in the core com-
petences of the firm. Selnes (1998) found that throughout all stages of the 
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buying process and right from the first contact, communication will signal 
commitment, helps solve problems and may show cooperativeness. Kottila and 
Rönni (2008) find in studies in the Finnish market that the quality (not the 
quantity) of communication and the perceived competence of the business 
partner are prerequisites of trust that in its turn is a prerequisite for collab-
oration. So the message is that good communication is important whatever 
the phase or issues at stake.

Just a short aside on transparency: the issue of transparency in food net-
works along the production chain is discussed together with its complex 
and interdependent relationship with trust (Hofstede et al., 2004; Theuvsen, 
2004). Transparency surfaces as a related issue, but its connection with trust 
is ambiguous. While distrust in a trade relationship requires transparency to 
diminish it, enforcing more transparency does not necessarily increase trust. 
Trust is the asset in a trade relationship, and transparency is only a possible way of 
enhancing it.

Summarizing, the following requirements for a generic typology of trust 
can be pointed out. First it can be noted that both cooperation and coordin-
ation issues have to be solved to successfully handle the phases of searching, 
bargaining, monitoring and enforcing transactions. In the early phases of 
trade relationships, cooperation issues will tend to have more prominence, 
and trust at an interpersonal level is a prerequisite, though lack of this element 
may be compensated for with trust in enforcement mechanisms. Frequent 
and efficient communication is an important mediator. Coordination issues 
will become prominent once a partner has been deemed potentially inter-
esting. The focus now shifts from the interpersonal to the company level: 
trust in the product, and trust in the seller’s capabilities.

Although a buyer is on the wrong side of an information asymmetry, 
since he lacks information about the product, the literature review does not 
show that buyers tend to mistrust sellers. Instead, it indicates that mistrust 
of buyers by sellers, especially if these buyers are larger companies, appears 
in several sectors and countries. This finding could be linked to the fact that 
sellers are ‘small’ and lack power of enforcement. Communication on the 
part of both sides in a new trade relationship will be needed to overcome dis-
trust. This gives rise to the need for relationship-related dimensions of trust 
in the typology, particularly regarding information about product and seller 
reputation and enforcement. The balance among the various elements of the 
typology is expected to vary across Europe.

Table 1.3 summarizes the sources of trust in relation to cooperation 
(seller) and coordination issues (product, transaction process).

1.5 A Typology of B2B Trust Factors in Seller Selection

The principal tenets of the typology are:

 • use the sources of information presented in the previous sections;
 • take a wide view of ‘trust’, including ‘control’;
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 • focus on food quality and safety attributes;
 • focus on early stages of relationships;
 • assume the perspective of the buyer;
 • be flexible across sectors; and
 • include elements that bring to light potential sources of cross-cultural 

differences in perception.

In order to complement the picture provided by the previous literature, a 
field study was conducted that specifically focused on the role of trust factors 
in B2B transactions in the agri-food chain. The aim of the field study was to 

Table 1.3. Vulnerabilities and possible sources of trust. (Adapted from Hanf and 
Dautzenberg, 2006.)

Vulnerabilities Sources of trust

Uncertainty about sources of information Sectoral business information systems
Fairs, meeting
Market monitoring

Cooperation issues:
Uncertainty of opportunistic behaviour of 

transaction partner
Related issues:
 a) Specific investments
 b) Fit of core capabilities
 c) Allocation of profits, power

Reputation (direct, recommendations, 
business information systems)

Product quality assurance systems (to protect 
reputation)

Seller dependence
Future gains from collaboration
Common interest/identity
Personal fit
Vertical integration
Communication signalling:
a) commitment, cooperativeness and flexibility
b) honesty

Coordination issues:
Uncertainties:
 a) Information asymmetries
 b) Lack of shared knowledge about  

decision rules
 c) The behaviour of the transaction partner

Product:
Product quality assurance systems
Detection methods
Product warranty
Inspection by buyer
Specification by seller
Certification
Transaction process/logistics:
a) Information tools
b) Logistic warranty
c) Transparent payment systems
d) Auction
General:
a) Contracting
b) Common identity
c) Vertical integration
d)  Communication (information flows and 

adjustments)
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support the provisional typology regarding trust resulting from the research, 
using the opinions of people involved in the agri-food industry to adjust and 
eventually complement it with specific and original elements.

The interviewees were selected so as to ensure that a variety of sectors, 
company sizes and types, and positions within the food supply network were 
represented in the sample. This enabled explicit comparisons across societies 
and across sectors. Due to the exploratory nature of the study, a qualitative 
research approach was adopted. Qualitative methods allow a longer, more 
flexible interaction with the respondent than do closed questionnaires, and 
the resulting data have more depth and greater potential for new insights and 
perspectives (Aaker et al., 2007). A data collection instrument, consisting of a 
non-directive and semi-structured interview guideline was developed. The 
interviews were conducted face-to-face. The wide range of opinions and ideas 
collected in the interviews are presented under the two levels of the typology.

1.5.1 Level 1: product, seller, environment

Figure 1.1 presents the upper levels of the typology that should be generic 
across sectors. The main distinction is between trust in the product, the seller 
and the market environment (based on our findings in the dynamics of trust 
across cultures).

Product

We make a distinction between reputation, specification, inspection and cer-
tification. Reputation and certification use third parties, while specification 
and inspection are bilateral. Reputation differs from certification by using 
a personalistic, informal source of information rather than a legalistic, im-
personal one as in certification. Specifications rely on a priori deals with the 
seller, while inspection involves personal checking.

sensitivity to culture  Certification is culturally very sensitive. In the tradition 
of one society, food safety might almost be equivalent to food quality, while 
in other cultures the two are truly different. Certificates for quality would 
be important in the former, and control of origin would be important in the 
latter. Generally speaking, people in uncertainty-avoiding societies – much 
of Europe except Anglo and Scandinavian regions – tend to think that foreign 
imports are potentially unsafe, while local foods taste better.

Transaction partner/seller

Here, we have followed the state of the art of trust research (principle 5). 
According to most of the literature, the antecedents of trust are competences 
or ‘capabilities’, benevolence or ‘relationship’ elements, and integrity or ‘re-
liability’. In our very first version we hardly included elements of integrity 
because we supposed perception of integrity would be based on experience 
and would develop over time. The interviews showed, however, that ‘reli-
ability’ was an important element even ex ante.
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We added a fourth element, ‘reputation’, on the suggestion of the Bonn 
team. Reputation has a big role to play in the early part of a relationship 
(principle 4), which justifies adding it separately.

sensitivity to culture  We expect reputation to be important in all parts of the 
sample, but more important in collectivistic contexts, i.e. south-east Europe. 
As for the other three dimensions, we expect them to be important for all 
respondents. Cultural variety will be located in the sources (level 5).

Market environment

The interviews did not evince great importance given to the market environ-
ment, in particular regarding control institutions. Yet they should be in the 
typology, being part of the institutional environment.

sensitivity to culture  We expect control institutions to be important in indi-
vidualistic, egalitarian cultures, that is, north-west Europe and (northern) Italy.

Objects of trust Dimensions of the objects of trust

1.1 Reputation 

1.2 Specification 

1.3 Inspection
1. Product

1.4 Certification

1.5 Price/performance ratio

2.1 Capability 

2.2 Relationship 2.2.A Between individuals
2. Seller

2.2.B Between companies 

2.3 Reliability 2.3.A Adequate communication

2.3.B Deliveries

2.3.C Problem solving

2.3.D Financial situation 
2.4 Reputation

3. Market environment 3.1 Control institutions

3.2 Informal institutions

3.3 Legal institutions

3.4 Reputation 

Fig. 1.1. The typology, as used in the remainder of this volume.
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1.5.2 Level 2: dimensions of trust

Within each of the level 1 objects of trust, sub-categories distinguish different 
delivery channels for trust, e.g. formal, personalistic or third-party mediated.

The interviews indicated a temporal logic of relationship-building. The 
first hurdle was often a summary check on ability, or rather in this context 
‘capability’. After this, a second criterion for trust was integrity, or in this 
context ‘reliability’. But these are not separate phases, rather a normal shift 
in the main focus of attention.

The most salient finding from the interviews was that reputation is of ut-
most importance when buyers are searching for new sellers. It plays a role at 
all levels: reputation of products, sellers and the market environment. Thus, 
reputation needs to be incorporated into the typology wherever relevant, 
and a variety of sources of reputation information must be included. This 
variety will likely turn out to be culture-dependent. For instance, depending 
on sector and region, one might look for an official recommendation or for a 
personal one (House et al., 2008).

Apart from this, the interviews brought to the fore issues of problem- 
solving. Things will inevitably go wrong on occasion, and a seller should be 
cooperative and reliable in such a case.

Problem solving

Beforehand, we want to know how flexible the company is. You get an im-
pression of the company, of their attitude and culture. You sense their pri-
orities. You want to know that if there is a problem in the market that they 
will feel it as their problem too. You want to know how they deal with com-
plaints, e.g. if they react fast in case of a recall.

When something goes wrong (you may find high levels of residues in the 
samples), you have to know where the problem comes from. Quality systems 
do not deal with this problem. You want your supplier to help you, not run 
away from the problem.

Appendix 1.2 shows levels 2 and 3 of the tree. Level 3, the ‘leaves’ of the 
tree, can be applied for each sector based on sector-specific variables, e.g. certi-
fication schemes. The leaves were not used in the rest of this book, for practical 
purposes – there are too many of them for the analysis. But they can be quite 
useful if anyone wishes to do a thorough analysis of inter-company trust.

1.6 Conclusions and Management Implications

The typology presented here is derived from an extensive literature study 
and a limited set of expert interviews. Later chapters of this book provide a 
test of its validity. The typology is designed to be valid for all European cul-
tures. The sample that inspired it spans the main cultural divide in Europe, 
the one between north-west and south-east. But it fails to include Anglo, 
Scandinavian or Slavic countries, among others. In terms of Hofstede’s dimen-
sions, it lacks parts of the cultural spectrum. There are no very collectivistic, 
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hierarchical, uncertainty-tolerant or long-term oriented cultures, and this 
may limit the typology’s validity. Power distance in particular is a predictor 
of corruption (Hofstede et al., 2010). Collectivism is a predictor of more per-
sonalistic trade relationships. So it can be predicted that personalistic trust 
elements will be more prevalent in south-eastern Europe.

At the time of writing, while the typology receives support from research 
data in later chapters, due to the limited scope of these studies no conclusive 
data are available to support or dispute the claim that the typology brings 
to light cross-cultural differences in trust factors. The following conclusions 
can be drawn from it at this stage, and the possible benefits provided by this 
typology for different users are derived.

As researchers, we point out that during this study it became clear that 
practitioners put even more emphasis on reputation than researchers do. 
Reputation management is confirmed to be an extremely important success 
or failure factor for traders in general, and for e-business tools by implication 
when trust plays a relevant role in their business.

As far as sellers are concerned, it appears critical to pay attention to the 
many facets that are involved in the trust that buyers place in them. In the 
eye of a buyer, the typology may be more like a process chain: if any link is 
weak, the chain snaps and trust is destroyed. If the buyer has other options, 
he or she will not return.

From the point of view of buyers, this typology may be useful for re-
flecting on their own preferences for building trust. It can help them to crit-
ically re-examine who they trust and why. This typology could also suggest 
investigation of some of the aspects about which the buyer lacks knowledge.

For both buyers and sellers, it is worthwhile investigating whether the 
elements that one party deems important are actually the elements that the 
other party deems important to forming trusting B2B relationships. The typ-
ology can help to discover and repair discrepancies.

For any trader the typology is a useful checklist to improve what one 
might call their ‘trustworthiness profile’. The typology brings to light elem-
ents of trust that an organization may not have considered. It might be better 
to use the typology today rather than to wait for an issue to become a major 
problem.
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Appendix 1.1 Interviews Conducted for the Trust Typology

Sector Stage Country Interviewed by

Grain Grain buyer DE UB
Grain buyer/compound 

feed producer
DE UB

Expert for small bakeries DE UB
Fruit Importing fruit trader I UB

Regional fruit trader I UB
International fruit trader I UB

Pork Consultant pig meat DE UB
Retailer I UB
Farming/processing I UB
International piglet trade I UB
Chain expert (focus pig 

trade/meat processing)
DE WU

Chain expert (focus pig 
trade/meat processing)

NL WU

Pig trader NL WU
Poultry Processing/vertical 

integration
I WU

Chain expert (focus 
retailer)

NL WU

Olive oil Chain expert (focus 
farming/processing)

I WU

Buyer/oil processor ES UPM
Wine Wine import NL WU

DE, Denmark; ES, Spain; I, Italy; NL, Netherlands; UB, University of Bonn; UPM, Universidad  
Politécnica de Madrid; WU, Wageningen UR.
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Appendix 1.2 Detail of the Trust Typology

Dimensions of the objects of trust Sources of trust (intrinsic and enforced, new partners)

1.1 Reputation 1.1.1 Intrinsic qualities (e.g. taste) 
1.1.2 Trade brand of the product  
1.1.3 Region of origin

1.2 Specification 1.2.1 Product specification as agreed
1.2.2 Statement that product complies with legal requirements
1.2.3 Product safety warranty
1.2.4 Production process specification
1.2.5 Specification of origin of raw material

1.3 Inspection 1.3.1 Physical examination of product
1.3.2 Laboratory analysis of product sample 
1.3.3 Visit to production site

1.4 Certification 1.4.1 Sector specific quality or hygiene code
1.4.2 HACCP or ISO 9000 of original producer
1.4.3 EurepGAP, BRC, IFS, GMP+
1.4.4 Regional origin (AOC) label
1.4.5 Corporate Social Responsibility label

1.5 Price/performance ratio

2.1 Capability 2.1.1 Company’s information on tracking and tracing
2.1.2 Company’s information on production capacity
2.1.3 Company’s information on  communication and services
2.1.4 A visit to the production site/his company 
2.1.5 An audit to see if the supplier meets all our standards
2.1.6 Company is ISO 9000 certified
2.1.7 Company complies with sector standard

2.2 Relationship 2.2.A Between individuals 2.2.A.1 Partner and I share the same philosophy of life
2.2.A.2 Partner is kind
2.2.A.3 Impression that partner will be flexible 
2.2.A.4 We share the same language
2.2.A.5 Know the partner already through my professional network 
2.2.A.6 Know the partner already through mutual friends/family
2.2.A.7 The partner is family
2.2.A.8 The partner is a friend

2.2.B Between companies 2.2.B.1 Partner and I share a common work philosophy
2.2.B.2 Partner and I share a common interest in a long-term relationship
2.2.B.3 Partner and I develop common rules for coordination 
2.2.B.4 Partner accepts that transaction rules are set out by me
2.2.B.5 Assessment of partner’s growth potential
2.2.B.6 Partner is willing to invest in the relationship
2.2.B.7 Partner is prepared to bargain

2.3 Reliability 2.3.A Adequate communication 2.3.A.1 Partner responds on time 
2.3.A.2 Important matters are actively communicated
2.3.A.3 Partner responds adequately 

2.3.B Deliveries  2.3.B.1 Impression that the partner is honest
2.3.B.2 Oral agreement
2.3.B.3 Partner is willing to draw up a contract 
2.3.B.4 Logistics warranty
2.3.B.5 Partner is willing to be closely monitored  

2.3.C Problem solving 2.3.C.1 Partner thinks ahead with us to avoid problems
2.3.C.2 Partner is competent in solving problems

2.3.D Financial situation 2.3.D.1 The financial report of the seller
2.3.D.2 A financial audit on the seller

2.4 Reputation 2.4.1 Official recommendation by a public institution 
2.4.2 Official recommendation by an industry association 
2.4.3 Official recommendation by purchasing organizations 
2.4.4 Informal recommendation by someone I know
2.4.5 Informal recommendation by a superior
2.4.6 Partner is member of branch or professional association
2.4.7 Reputation of partner in my network

3.1 Control institutions 3.1.1 Knowledge of checking personnel
3.1.2 Strictness of checking process
3.1.3 Test criteria
3.1.4 Acknowledgement by business partner
3.1.5 Dissemination of the quality sign
3.1.6 Accreditation 

3.2 Informal institutions 3.2.1 Political stability
3.2.2 Social control among operators

3.3 Legal institutions 3.3.1 Contract enforcement options
3.3.2 Food quality and safety level

3.4 Reputation 3.4.1 Enforceability of contracts
3.4.2. Reliability of operators




